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COVER SHEET

FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
DISPOSAL AND REUSE OF WURTSMITH AIR FORCE BASE, MICHIGAN

Responsible Agency: U.S. Air Force
Cooperating Agency: Federal Aviation Administration

Proposed Action: Disposal and Reuse of Wurtsmith Air Force Base (AFB), losco County,
Michigan

Inquiries on this document may be directed to: Lt Col. Gary Baumgartel, Chief of
Environmental Planning Division, AFCEE/ESE, 8106 Chennault Road, Brooks Air Force Base,
Texas, 78235-5318, (210) 536-3869

Designation: Final Environmental Impact Statement {FEIS)

Abstract; Pursuant to the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act, Wurtsmith AFB was
closed in June 1993. This EIS has been prepared in accordance with the Nationa!
Environmental Policy Act to analyze the potential environmental consequences of the
disposal and reasonable alternatives for reuse of the base. The document includes analyses
of community setting, land use and aesthetics, transportation, utilities, hazardous
materials/wastes, soils and geology, water resources, air quality, noise, biclogical resources,
and cultural resources. Three reuse alternatives were examined: a Proposed Action that
features aircraft maintenance and refurbishing and general aviation uses of the runway; a
Fire Training Alternative that proposes using half of the base for a regional fire training
academy; and a Recreation Alternative that would retain more than 90 percent of the base
for public facilities/recreational land uses. All alternatives also include mixed industrial,
commercial, and residential uses. A No-Action Alternative, which would entail no reuse of
the base property, was also evaluated.

Environmental impacts associated with the Proposed Action could include minor
transportation, air quality, and noise effects. Appropriate management procedures wouid
have to be implemented for use and handling of hazardous materials and wastes. Fire
training activities associated with the Fire Training Alternative could result in effects to
transportation, soils, water resources, air quality, and biological resources. Use of proper
planning and implementation of appropriate management procedures for the use and
handling of hazardous materials associated with fire training activities would minir.:ize these
effects. Controlled burning in the forested area in the northwestern part of the base could
have beneficial effects on forest habitat. Environmental impacts associated with the
Recreation Alternative would be related to traffic volumes and the disturbance and aesthetic
effects of demolition of over half of the on-base facilities. These effects could be minimized
with the implementation of appropriate planning techniques. The reduction in human
activity could resuit in beneficial effects to biological resources. There wouild be no adverse
effects from the No-Action Alternative, and possible beneficial effects to biological
resources from the reduction in human activity.

Because the Air Force is disposing of the property, some of the mitigation measures are
beyond the controi of the Air Force. Remediation of hazardous waste sites under the
Installation Restoration Program is and will continue to be the resnnnsibility of the Air Force.
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SUMMARY

PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR ACTION

Waurtsmith Air Force Base (AFB), Michigan, was one of the bases
recommended for closure by the 1931 Defense Base Closure and
Realignment Commission. The Commission’s recommendations were
accepted by the President and submitted to Congress on July 12, 1991. As
Congress did not disapprove the recommendations in the time given under
the Defense Base Closure and Realignment Act (DBCRA) of 1990 (Public
Law 101-510, Tite XXiX), the recommendations have become law.
Wurtsmith AFB was closed on June 30, 1993.

The Air Force is required to comply with the National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) in the implementation of the base disposal and reuse. The Air
Force must now make a series of interrelated decisions concerning the
disposition of base property. This environmental impact statement (EIS) has
been prepared to provide information on the potential environmental impacts
resulting from disposal and proposed reuse of the base property. Several
alternative reuse concepts are studied to identify the range of potential
direct and indirect environmental consequences of disposal.

After completion and consideration of this EIS, the Air Force wiil prepare
decision documents stating what property is excess and surplus, and the
terms and conditions under which the dispositions will be made. These
decisions may affect the environment by influencing the nature of the future
use of the property.

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE PROPOSED ACTION

The land within the Wurtsmith AFB boundary encompasses 4,626 acres,
including the airfield, aviation support, industrial, institutional (medical),
commercial, residential, and public facilities/recreational areas. The Air
Force has fee simple {(unconditional) ownership of approximately 42 percent
of the lands within the base boundary. The remaining 58 percent has been
leased or permitted for Air Force use for a limited duration. The Air Force
must terminate or surrender its limited rights to the 58 percent of base
property when the property is no longer needed for military purposes and
after the Air Force has fulfilled its legal obligations pursuant to the leases
and permits. The remaining 42 percent (Air Force fee-owned property} will
be available for disposal for reuse. Because the Air Force decision on
whether and how to dispose of the Air Force fee-owned property may
influence how the other 58 percent of base property will be reused, the EIS
analyzes the environmental effects of the overall reuse of all of the base
property. The Proposed Action and alternatives evaluated in this EIS
consider all of the area within the base boundary.
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Proposed Action. For the purpose of evaluating potential environmental
impacts resulting from the reuse of this land, the Air Force has based its
Proposed Action on the community’s reuse plan, presented by the
Wurtsmith Area Economic Adjustment Commission (WAEAC). The Proposed
Action is a comprehensive plan for redevelopment of the base for aviation-
related, industrial, commercial, residential, and recreational/tourism uses. It
is planned to reuse the airfield and aviation support areas for maintenance
and refurbishing of commercial aircraft and related activities. The existing
Weapons Storage Area (WSA), alert area, and industrial areas on base would
be redeveloped for light industrial uses. A convention center complex would
be developed in the existing community center area on base, and
commercial areas in the main base area would be retained for similar uses.
The base hospital would be used as a medical/dental clinic. Most existing
family housing would be retained for residential uses, including retirement
and seasonal use, and a recreational vehicle park would be developed in the
public facilities/recreation area next to the residential area. Existing open
space and public facilities/recreation areas, including the large forested area
in the northwestern part of the base, would be retained mostly in an
undeveloped state for public recreational uses.

The following alternatives to the Proposed Action are being consicered:

¢  Fire Training Alternative. The Fire Training Alternative features
use of the northwestern portion of the base by the Great Lakes
Fire Training Academy as a comprehensive regional fire training
center. Facilities in the WSA and alert area would be used for
laboratories, classrooms, administration, and housing; fire
fighting training activities would be conducted on the runway,
operational area, and taxiways. In addition, occasional forest
fire training activities would be conducted, in conjunction with
the U.S. Forest Service and Michigan Department of Natural
Resources (MDNR), in the existing grenade launching and
explosive ordnance disposal (EQD) areas and surrounding forest
in the northwestern part of the base. Industrial, commerciai,
and educational uses would be developed in the main base area,
and 855 family housing units in the existing residential area
would be retained for permanent, seasonal, and retirement
housing. This alternative includes buffer areas designated for
public facilities/recreational uses around the fire training area to
separate it from the other uses.

¢ Recreation Alternative. The Recreation Alternative designates
extensive areas on base for restoration and conservation of open
space suitable for a variety of active and passive recreational
opportunities, consonant with the recreational/tourism character
of the region. More than one-haif of the existing structures on
base would be demolished or placed in low-maintenance status.
The WSA, alert area, and existing industrial areas in the main
base area would be redeveloped for light industrial use; other
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SCOPE OF STUDY

facilities in the main base area would be developed for a variety
of commercial and institutional uses. All but 95 residential units
would be demolished to create open space and public
facilities/recreation areas.

* No-Action Alternative. The No-Action Alternative would leave
the base property in caretaker status with no reuse.

Other Land Use Concepts. One other land use concept has been identified
that invoives only a small portion of the property available for disposal and,
therefore, could be implemented in conjunction with the Proposed Action or
any of the aiternativzs under consideration. The Great Lakes and Mid-
Atlantic Hazardous Substance Research Center (GLMAC) is proposing to
establish an Advanced Environmental Technology Facility for research and
development of bioremediation techniques at contaminated sites on
Waurtsmith AFB.

The Notice of Intent (NO!) to prepare an EIS for the disposal and reuse of
Wurtsmith AFB was published in the Federa/ Register on QOctober 9, 1991.
Issues related to the disposal and reuse of Wurtsmith AFB were identified
during a subsequent scoping pericd. A public scoping meeting was held on
November 7, 1991, in Oscoda High School, Oscoda, Michigan. The
comments and concerps expressed at that meeting and in written
correspondence received by the Air Farce, as well as information from other
sources, were used to determine the scope and direction of studies and
analyses required to accomplish this EiS.

This EIS discusses the potential environmental impacts associated with the
Proposed Action and reasonabie alternatives. in order to establish the
context in which these environmental impacts may occur, potential changes
in population and employment, land use and aesthetics, transportation, and
community and public utility services are discussed as reuse-related
influencing factors. Issues related to current and future management of
hazardous materials and wastes are also discussed. Potential impacts to the
physical and natural environment are evaluated for soils and geology, water
resources, air quality, noise, biological resources, and cultural resources.
These impacts may occur as a direct result of disposal and reuse actions or
as an indirect result of changes to the local communities.

The baseline against which the Proposed Action and alternatives are
analyzed consists of the conditions projected at base closure in June 1993,
and conditions under the No-Action Alternative projected for the years
1998, 2003, and 2013. In addition, a reference to preclosure conditions is
pravided in several sectinns (e.g., air quality and nci-2} to allow a
comparative analysis over time. This will assist the Air Force decision-
maker, and other agencies that may be making decisions relating to reuse of
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Waurtsmith AFB, in understanding potential long-term trends in comparison to
historic conditions when the installation was active.

The Air Force has aiso prepared a separate Sociceconomic impact Analysis
Study (SIAS) on the potential economic impacts expected in the region as a
result of the closure, disposal, and reuse of Wurtsmith AFB. That
document, aithough not required by NEPA, will assist the local community in
planning for the transition of the base from military to civilian use. The EIS
uses population and employment projections from the SIAS to support the
analysis of potential environmental impacts to biophysical resources.

SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS

This EIS considers potential environmental impacts of the Air Force's
disposal of the instaliation and portrays a variety of potential land uses to
cover reasonable future uses of the property and facilities by others.
Several alternative scenarios, including the community’'s proposed plan,
were used to group reasonable land uses and to examine the reasonably
foreseeable environmental effects of likely reuses of Wurtsmith AFB.

Potential environmental impacts of the Proposed Action and reasonable
aiternatives are briefly described below. influencing factors include
projections of the reuse activities that would likely influence the biophysical
environment, including ground disturbance, socioeconomic factors, and
infrastructure demands, and are summarized in Table S-1. Projected
employment and population trends are depicted in Figures S-1 and S-2.
Potential impacts of the Proposed Action and reasonable alternatives over
the 20-year study period are summarized in Table S-2.

Mitigations and Pollution Prevention. Options of mitigating potential
environmental impacts that might result from the Air Forzcz disposing of
property or from the implementation of the Proposed Action or alternatives
by property recipients are presented and discussed. Since most potential
environmental impacts would result directly from the reuse by others, the
Air Force would not typically be responsible for implementing such
mitigations. Full responsibility for these suggested mitigations, therefore,
would be borne primarily by future property recipients or local governmental
agencies. Mitigation suggestions, where appropriate, are listed in terms of
their potential effectiveness if implemented for affected resource areas and
are summarized along with the environmental impacts of the Proposed
Action and alternatives in Table S-2.

S-4 Wurtsmith AF8B Disposal and Reuse FEIS




S

S1374 3Snay pue [eSodsI] G4V YHWSIINAA

S-5

‘sinoy nemebBews = MAMIA

"Aep/suo|jel uonjws = QOW

‘sisAjpue jJo poued yoee Joj SUOCHIPUOD BINSOD pelosiold eyl 0) SAIRIG) S10108) BUIDUBNKUL PZUBURUNS SENJBA BANEBUIGIIY UONOY-ON Byl (q)
‘9AneUIel|® 1Ryl Bupuawelduil O 3NSAI B SE JBAA (28BS UL SUOILIPUOD 9ANRBULEYY UORDY-ON peloelold woz) eBueyd Juesaidos UMOYS SONBA (B) (S8ION

{Asp/suiiey) puesnoyl}

0 6't §T vi s'9 St ot Ll S8 69 pugwep sel |INBU Ui BSBRIOUY
(ABP/HMIN}
0 v it tet L6 o'gv 8'LE 60T S08 009 €8t puBwWep AL01100]0 Ul BSBOIOUY
o S'S ve 61 e €9 (4 4 o9t 6Lt 96 {Aep/suol) 8158Mm PIIOS Ul 6SERIOU]
(qon)
0 £Z°0 ¥L0 800 8€°0 9z'0 Li'o L9°0 050 oro uonoNpeId J618MBISEM Ut OSBRIOU|
0 BZ'O Lo oLo 90 [44] 1270 ig0 09°0 89’0 {ODW) puRluep 101BM U} 858020U)
0 000°1LZ 009'91 o0L'TL oot'gz 006°IZ 006’9l 009'62 0089'ST  000°LlL {sduy Ajtep 8103) Sies1
o SEB'T geL’l LLB svL'y SLT'e 8b1'Z zse's €0z'9 zo0's eseos0u| uonrindoy
0 8SL t1s g0¢e [4-TA8% 156 £99 [4: 104 0SL'} LLv'lL sqof meN
0 SLL 89t 997 9ET’lL S26 S¢9 eTL'e L tov't 810j8UB} {8907
0 [474 (Y2 4 ELT 161 €i6 oLS [4:1: 4 avi'e £v8°L WewAojdwe Arepuoaesg
0 [ 8¢ 87 oTi z6 85 65T 134 sgl sqof menN
o] ov9 £Th 144 LLO'L (¥4 TS £€2€°'T 0e6°L 8S9°'L siejsuesn (@207
0 eLr'lL 6.6 LS 86p'C 9L8°t 80e’tL S82'Y tepv'e 8€6'C suswAojdwe 1981
0 o 0 0 0 0 o] 014 44 TeL'BL P9l (lenuue) suonesedo yelony
] €el L) 1 414 <ol i8 9l ve (8 otvy (oseyd Aq sesoe) eoueqINISIp punoi
wPARBWIONY £L0T €00 8661 €10 €007 8661 0084
uonoy-oN

5101984 BuidUBNYU| PeIe|eY-9SNSY JO Asewng “|-S dlqe |




ALTERNATIVE 1993(®
Proposed Action 61
) Reuse-Relatad
Fire Training 61 1,878 2,789 3,689 Employment
Effects
Recreation 61 845 1.450 2,185
No-Action 61 0 0 0
8,000
§,000
- Reuse-Reiated
‘8 4,000 Empiloyment
= Effects(®)
2,000
o]
1989 1993 1998 2003 2013
Year
43,000
41,000
Total
« 390001 Employment
-g including
] Reuse
37,000T Effects
35000
33,000 lrrrltrrllrrvf171luluvTcl
1989 1993 1998 2003 2013
Year
EXPLANATION Reuse-Related
sesees=  Prclosure Employment Effects
we—_ Proposed Action
= e Firg Training Alternative
—— Tl@Creation Alternative
————— No-Action Alternative
(a) The 1993 values represent total base-related employment under the closure baseline. Fi gure 5‘1
{b) Employment effects represent the change in employment relative to the No-Action Aiternative.
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ALTERNATIVE 1983(®) 1988 2003 2013
Proposed Action 0 5.002 6.203 8,352
, " Reuse-Related
Fire Training 0 2,148 3.275 4,748 Population
Effects
Recreation 0 ar? 1,736 2,835
No-Action 0 4] o] 0
10,000
lll..."
8,000 [ 0
. L -‘
g 6,000 :_ Reuse-Reiated
@ : Populau:n
o H
e ao00f : Ettects(b)
L
H
.
2,000 H
H
H
0 I T T
1989
Year
92,000
90,000 |
88,000 |-
.n Total
- 86.000 .‘.. Popuiation
® 8000t 1 Including
[ ’ .
3 . s Reuse
82,000 I '._ Effects
80.000 | s
78,000 I
76,000 lrvllvrrvlrtrrlvrrv lTvrl
1989 1993 1998 2003 2013
Year
EXPLANATION Reuse-Related
«sessss  Preclosure Population Effects
s Proposed Action
- wme  Firg Training Alternative
——— Recraation Alternative
~—umue  No-Action Aiternative

(a) The 1993 values represent total base-related employment under the closure baseline.
{b) Empioyment effacts represent the change in employment relative to the No-Action Alternative

Figure S-2
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PROPOSED ACTION

Local Community. Redevelopment of base property under the Proposed
Action would result in an increase in employment and population in the
region of influence (ROI), which consists of the Michigan counties of losco,
Alcona, Alpena, and Arenac. An increase of 4,285 direct jobs and 2,582
secondary jobs is projected by 2013, compared with the 50 direct and 11
secondary jobs projected under the No-Action Alternative. Approximately
49 percent of the direct jobs and 10 percent of the secondary jobs are
projected to be held by in-migrating workers. Total ROl employment wouid
reach 42,471 by 2013, an increase of almost 20 percent over No-Action
Alternative projections for that year. Population increase in the ROl as a
result of the Proposed Action would be 8,352 by 2013. RO population
would reach 91,252 in 2013, an increase of 10 percent over No-Action
Alternative projections for that year.

Land use on base would be similar to existing uses, except that industrial
and commaercial development in the main base area, WSA, and alert area
would increase. There would be a potential for land use conflicts between
adjacent industrial and commercial uses in the main base area, but these
could be avoided with proper planning.

Traffic on local roads would be greater than under the No-Action Alternative.
The level of service (LOS), a traffic volume-to-capacity ratio, along some
segments of U.S. 23 through Oscoda and Au Sable would deteriorate 1o
preclosure conditions (i.e., LOS F) by 1923. Implementation of road
improvements could raise LOS to meet transportation planning criteria. No
airspace or air transportation conflicts would be associated with the
Proposed Action,

Utility consumption associated with the Proposed Action would represent a
relatively small increase in the total ROl demand based on existing capacity
and past consumption levels. On-base utility systems would be
interconnected to local systems to provide water and wastewater services
for reuse. The Oscoda sewage treatment plant would eventually have to be
upgraded. There is sufficient capacity in local utility systems to meet the
projected demands.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. The types of
hazardous materials used and hazardous wastes generated by the Proposed
Action are expected to be similar to thase present during preclosure use.

The quantities are expected to be greater than under the No-Action
Alternative. The responsibility for managing hazardous materials and wastes
would shift from a single user to multiple, independent users, which may
degrade the capability of responding to hazardous materials and hazardous
waste spills. The use of pesticides in the aviation support, industrial, and
commercial areas would increase from closure conditions. It is assumed that
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adeguate management procedures would be implemented, as required by
applicable laws and regulations, to ensure proper use and handling of
hazardous materials and wastes and pesticides.

Reuse activities are not expected to affect the remediation of Installation
Restoration Program (IRP) sites, which is proceeding according to the
Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act
(CERCLA). Remediation of the Air Force’'s IRP sites is, and will continue to
be, the responsibility of the Air Force. Disposal and reuse of some
Waurtsmith AFB properties may be delayed or limited by the extent and type
of contamination at IRP sites and by current and future IRP remediation
activities. Based on the results of IRP investigations, the Air Force may,
where appropriate, place limits on land reuse of Air Force fee-owned
property through deed restrictions on conveyances and use restrictions on
leases. It is assumed that the Air Force will continue to have control of non-
fee-owned property in order to complete remediation activities at IRP sites.

Existing underground storage tanks {USTs) not in conformance with current
regulations would be removed by the Air Force; the fuel hydrant system
would be rendered inoperable (sections would be removed, filled with inert
material, or otherwise treated), in accordance with applicable regulations.
All polychiorinated biphenyis (PCB) and PCB-contaminated equipment under
Air Force control have been removed from the base. Demolition or
renovation of certain structures with asbestos-containing materials would be
the responsibility of new owners and would be conducted in compliance
with applicable Occupational Satety and Health Administration (OSHA)
regulations and National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants
(NESHAP). A survey conducted on base revealed radan levels below the
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) recommended threshold for
mitigation. The EQOD and grenade ranges were cleared of unexploded
ordnance prior to base closure; the berm at the small arms range will be
sifted for lead bullets prior to disposal of that parcel. If the small arms range
is reused as a public firing range, proper maintenance procedures would
have to be followed to reduce the potential for lead contamination in the
soils.

Natural Environment. The Proposed Action would result in minor effects on
soils, geology, and water resources from ground disturbance associated with
facility construction, renovations, and demolition or infrastructure
improvements. There is an abundant water supply from surface and
groundwater sources in the ROl. Air pollutant emissions associated with the
Proposed Action would be greater than under the No-Action Alternative, but
would still remain below preclosure levels and below federal and state
standards.

Aircraft noise associated with the Proposed Action would be far less than
that prior to base closure. Day-night noise levels {DNL) of 65 decibels (dB)
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or greater from aircraft operations would be contained within the airfield
area. The number of people living in areas exposed to surface traffic noise
levels of DNL 65 dB or greater would be 12 percent {156 people) greater
than under the No-Action Alternative. Use of noise barriers and proper land
use planning could reduce the effects of surface traffic noise.

Disturbance to vegetation and wildlife from recreational use of forested
areas would be limited and similar to that in the adjacent state and national
forests. Although there couid be localized, short-term effects on wildlife due
to limited ground-disturbing activities, the Proposed Action would result in
no adverse impacts to federally or state-listed threatened or endangered
species. No disturbance is proposed near the on-base wetlands, so there
would be no adverse effects on those sensitive habitats. in fact, reduction
in activities in the northwestern part of the base (termination of use of the
EOD area and grenade launching range) could result in beneficial effects to
wetlands there.

Archaeological site 201598, a lithic scatter, has not yet been evaluated for
eligibility to the National Register of Historic Places. The site is located on
land leased from the U.S. Forest Service, and would, thus, remain under
federal jurisdiction after base closure. Any impacts would be managed in
accordance with requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic
Preservation Act. Mitigation measures that could be employed to reduce
potential impacts to a non-adverse level include avoidance, stabilization,
preservation in place, or data recovery. There would be no effects on
historic, traditional, or paleontological resources.

FIRE TRAINING ALTERNATIVE

Local Community. This alternative would generate an increase of 2,498
direct jobs and an additional 1,191 secondary jobs by 2013, compared with
the 50 direct and 11 secondary jobs projected under the No-Action
Alternative. As with the Proposed Action, approximately 49 percent of
direct jobs and 10 percent of secondary jobs are projected to be heid by in-
migrating workers. Total ROl employment would reach 39,293 by 2013, an
increase of 10 percent over No-Action Alternative projections for that year.
Population in the ROI under the Fire Training Alternative would increase by
4,743 by 2013. This alternative would result in a total ROl population of
87,649 by 2013, an increase of almost 6 percent over No-Action Alternative
projections far that year.

The major on-base land use changes would be associated with the fire
training use planned for the northwestern part of the base. The fire training
activities could represent a potential aesthetic conflict with recreationat and
tourist activities in the local area. This conflict could be avoided or
minimized by use of careful scheduling of fire training activities and use of
visual buffers around fire training areas. In addition, there would be a
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potential for land use conflicts between adjacent industrial and commercial
uses in the main base area, but these could be avoided with proper planning.

Tratfic volumes on local roads would be greater than under the No-Action
Alternative, and the LOS along some segments of U.S. 23 in Oscoda and Au
Sable would deteriorate to preclosure conditions {LOS F) by 1998.
impiementation of road improvements could raise LOS to meet
transportation planning criteria. Utility demands would be lower than those
under the Proposed Action and within the capacities of local utility systems.
The on-base water and wastewater systems would be interconnected to
local systems to support reuse.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. Some of the
hazardous materials used in the Fire Training Alternative would be different
from those used during preclosure conditions and the Proposed Action.
These materials would include propane, fuel oil/gasoline mixtures, alcchols,
flares, laboratory chemicals, and combustible metals such as magnesium and
aluminum. All operations will comply with National Fire Protection
Association standards for safety. The Great Lakes Fire Training Academy
would be responsible for management of hazardous materials and wastes,
and for compliance with all applicable federal, state, and local regulations.
The fire fighting water collection system and retention pond would be
managed in accordance with applicable state permitting and environmental
monitoring requirements. Other aspects of hazardous materials and
hazardous waste management associated with this alternative would be
similar to those discussed under the Proposed Action.

Natural Environment. Effects on soils and geology would be smaller for this
alternative than for the Proposed Action, because of the smaller amount of
ground disturbance that would be associated with construction and
demolition activities. Water runoff from fire training activities could cause
adverse effects to soils and water quality. Measures to prevent or minimize
effects to soils and groundwater include use of a double-lined retention pond
for used fire fighting water, conducting pollution-generating exercises on
bermed pads, channeling runoff in a collection system, and use of oil/water
separators. Appropriate leak testing of the sewers and regular monitoring of
groundwater quality (using existing equipment and wells) should be
performed to ensure that effects are minor.

Air emissions from routine fire wraining activities would be greater than under
the No-Action Alternative, but pollutant concentrations should not rise above
federal and state standards. Particulate emissions from forest fire training
activities could exceed National Ambient Air Quality Standards (INAAQS) and
allowabie increments under Prevention of Significant Deterioration
regulations for 24-hour average concentrations. These activities would be
conducted only once or twice annually under meteorological conditions that
favor dispersion, and effects would be short-term and localized. The number
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of residents exposed to surface traffic noise levels of DNL 65 dB or greater
would be 11 percent (139 people) greater than under the No-Action
Alternative. Mitigation measures similar to those discussed for the Proposed
Action could be implemented to minimize surface traffic noise effects.

There would be a potential for disturbance to wildlife and effects to
wetlands as a result of forest fire training activities, but these effects would
be minimal. The fire fighting water retention pond should be enclosed and
covered to prevent wildiife from drinking the water, which could contain
residual amounts of harmful substances. There would be no adverse effects
on threatened and endangered species; in fact, controlled burning could
increase the amount of habitat on base suitable for the endangered
Kirttand's warbler. Controiled burning of some of the forested areas in the
northwestern part of the base could also have general beneficial effects on
the forest habitat by removing debris and increasing biological diversity.
Effects on cultural resources would be identical to those under the Proposed
Action.

RECREATION ALTERNATIVE

Local Community. This alternative would generate an increase of 1,473
direct and 712 secondary jobs by 2013, compared with the 50 direct and
11 indirect jobs projected under the No-Action Alternative. As with the
Proposed Action and Fire Training Alternative, approximately 49 percent of
direct jobs and 10 percent of indirect jobs are projected to be held by in-
migrating workers. Total ROl employment would be 37,789 in the same
year, an increase of 6 percent over No-Action Alternative projections for that
year. Population in the ROI under this alternative would increase by 2,835
by 2013, resulting in a tota! ROl population of 85,735. The total population
figure represents an increasa of more than 3 percent over No-Action
Alternative projections for 2013.

The major land use changes on base would be a decrease in the amount of
development and an increase in open space, as a result of closing or
demolishing more than one-half of the on-base facilities. There would be a
potential for iand use conflicts between adjacent industrial and commercial
uses in the main base area, but these could be avoided with proper planning.

Traffic on local roads would be greater than under the No-Action Alternative,
and the LOS along some segments of U.S. 23 in Oscoda and Au Sable
would deteriorate to preclosure conditions (LOS F) by 2003. implementation
of roadway improvements could raise the LOS to meet transportation
planning criteria. Utility demands would be less than those described under
the Proposed Action and Fire Training Alternative. The on-base water and
wastewater systems would be interconnected to local systems to support
reuse.
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Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. Use ot hazardous
matenals and generation of hazardous wastes would be greater than under
the No-Action Alternative, but much less than under the Proposed Action or
Fire Training Alternative. Other aspects of hazardous materials and
hazardous waste management would be similar 10 those discussed under the
Praposed Action.

Natural Environment. Potential impacts from this alternative on soils,
geology, and water resources would be greater than for the Proposed Acticn
and Fire Training Alternative because there would be more ground
disturbance, primarily associated with demolition activities. With use of
standard mitigation measures, however, impacts could be minimized.
Effects on air quality in the region would be greater than under the No-
Action Alternative, but less than under the other alternatives. The number
of residents exposed to surface traffic noise levels of DNL 65 dB8 or greater
would be 5 percent (68 people) greater than under the Na-Action
Alternative. Mitigations similar to those discussed for the Proposed Action
could be implemented to reduce surface traffic noise effects.

The Recreation Alternative could result in overall positive effects on
biological resources due to the reduced amount of human activity and the
proposal to conserve large areas for public and recreational uses. Other
effects on biological resources would be similar to those under the Proposed
Action. Effects on cultural resources would be identical to those under the
Proposed Action.

NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE

Local Community. The only Air Force activities associated with the No-
Action Alternative would be caretaker maintenance of the Air Force fee-
owned property by the Air Force Base Disposal Agency Operating Location
(OL). The other property owners would be responsible for maintenance of
their own properties. Caretaker activities would generate approximately 50
direct and 11 secondary jobs throughout the 20-year analysis period. There
would be no land use impacts from the No-Action Alternative, but keeping
the base closed would represent a conflict with state and local ptans for
reuse. The LOS on U.S. 23 at the junction with County Road F-41 would
drop to F by 2013 due to regional population growth; all other key local
roads would operate at LOS B or better. No effects on air transportation are
expected. Utility consumption in the RO! would decrease from 1993
(closure} to 2013 without base reuse, as a result of a projected decline in
population in the immediate Oscoda area over that time.

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous Waste Management. Smail quantities of
various types of hazardous materials and pesticides would be used for
caretaker activities. All materials and waste would be managed and
controlled by the OL in accordance with applicable regulations. IRP activities
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would continue. Storage tanks would be removed or properly closed
according to applicable standards.

Natural Environment. The No-Action Ailternative would not cause adverse
effects to soils, geological resources, water resources, air quality, noise, or
cultural resources. This alternative could have overali beneficial effects on
biological resources as a result of the reduction in human activity, noise, and
ground disturbance compared to preclosure conditions.

OTHER LAND USE CONCEPTS

Other potential land uses arg analyzed in terms of their effects on
employment, population, and the environment when combined with any of
the alternatives. The GLMAC proposal for an Advanced Environmental
Technology Facility is the one independent land use concept analyzed
herein. Impacts on the local community and the environment if this proposal
was implemented are summarized in Table S-3.

Advanced Enviranmental Technology Facility. it is projected that a
maximum of 20 permanent staff and up to 40 temporary research students
annually would work at this research and development facility, The only
potential additional effects associated with establishment of this facility in
conjunction with any of the alternatives would be from small amounts of
hazardous materials used and hazardous wastes generated during sampling
and analysis activities. All hazardous materials and wastes would be
managed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local regulations
by qualified personnel. Implementation of this proposal could result in the
acceleration of remediation activities at selected IRP sites, which couid
accelerate disposal of those parcels.

SUMMARY OF PUBLIC COMMENTS

The Draft EIS (DEIS) for disposal and reuse of Wurtsmith AFB was made
available for public review and comment in March 1993. A public hezaring
was held in Oscoda on April 5, at which the Air Force presented the findings
of the DEIS. Public comments received both verbally at the public meeting
and in writing during the response period have been reviewed and are
addressed by the Air Force in Chapter 9 of this EIS. In addition, the text of
the EIS itself has been revised, as appropriate, to reflect the concerns
expressed in the public comments. The responses to the comments in
Chapter 9 indicate the relevant sections of the EIS that have been revised.

The major comments received on the DEIS were:

* Concerns regarding protection of public water supplies from
contamination resulting from base reuse.
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¢ Concerns regarding discussion of federal and Air Force
requirements for taking an action in a floodplain.

s A recommendation from the Michigan State Historic Preservation
Officer that additional archaeological investigations be
conducted.

SUMMARY OF CHANGES FROM THE DEIS TO THE FEIS

Based on more recent studies or comments from the public, the following
sections of the EIS have been updated or revised:

» Figures and text referring to Air Force fee-owned property have
been updated in accordance with a 1936 statute that deletes the
reverter provision in the statute authorizing the 1935
conveyance

* Text discussing public water supplies and means to avoid
contamination associated with base reuse activities has been
added to the Water Rescurces section

¢ Text has been added to Section 4.4.2, Water Resources, 10
address federal and Air Force regulations regarding actions taken
in a floodplain

o Text has been added to Section 4.4.6, Cultural Resources,
discussing effects of base disposal and reuse on potentialiy
eligible cultural resources.
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Resource Category

Table §-3. Summary of lmpacts from Other Land Use Concepts

Advanced Enwronmentai
Technology Facility

Local Community

*

Land Use and Aesthetics
Transportation
Utilities

Hazardous Materials and Hazardous
Waste Management

Hazardous Materials
Management

Hazardous Waste
Management

Installation Restoration
Program Sites

Storage Tanks
Asbestos

Pesticide Usage

Polychlorinated Biphenyls
Radon

Medical/Biohazardous
Wastes

Ordnance

Natural Environment

Soils and Geology
Water Resources
Air Quality

Noise

Biological Resources
Cultural Resources

No change in fand use
No change in surface or air traffic
No change in utility demand

Use of small quantities associated
with a research laboratory

Small quantities generated

Potential acceleration of
remediation activities and disposal
of land parcels

No new storage ' .aks

Renovation of existing buildings
may require removal and disposal
and/or management in place

Small quantities to be utilized for
landscaping

No impact
Below level of concern
None generated

Not applicable

No new disturbance
No additional demand
NoO new emissions

No new sources; no increase in
receptors

No impact
No impact
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